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PROLOGUE

On July 15, 1974, the junta ruling Greece implemented a couv d’etat m Cyprus, overthrowng the
elected government of President Markanos, which had been in place since mdependence m 1960 On July 20
Turkey mtervened mubtarly to reverse the coup. Ths essay will apply the principles of jus ad bellum: tothe
July 20, 1974, Turkash intervention.

The Cyprus contflicts one of extreme complexaty on which volumes have been wntten. This essay
hmavayﬁdstm;&ebcwﬁmmdmﬁw;wadbellum cntena and how they mught be apphed ma
real-world stuation. Turkey had a deasion to make. Thisss an mmagmative exerase on how Turkey might
have applied jus ad bellum cntena m coming to the ultmate deaision to infervene.

To establish a modicum of commonahty of understanding the context of the just war analysis, we
must first outhine the background of the July 1974 events.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

For four centuries under the Ottoman Emprre (1570 - muddle of the twentieth century), Turkish
Cypriots and Greek Cypnots co-exsted on Cyprus. The Greek Cypriots spoke Greek, were Orthodox Chnstians,
and looked to Greece for therr cultural pursutts The Turkash Cypriots spoke Turkash, were Mushm, and were
culturally aligned with Turkey. The two hived peacefully, but as separate distinct groups throughout these
centunes, and, while there were some busmess relationships and occasional mtermarnage, there developed no
cross-cutting ties between the peoples.'

In 1878, the Sultan offered Cyprus to Great Bntam and the Brtish took over admurustration with the
understanding that 1t was m trust for the Sultan. > When the outbreak of World War I found Britam and
Turkey on opposite sides, Great Bntam annexed Cyprus, and, m 1915, Brtam offered to cede Cyprus to Greece
m&dmgefoerecepnmgﬂmeaﬂi&. Greece declined the offer, and British colomal rule contmued.®
Followmg m, Turkey formally ceded the island to Great Bntam.

' Joseph S Jcseph, Cyprus Ethnic Conflict and International Polttics, St Martin's Press, 1997, p 33

2 Chatham House Memoranda Cyprus, The Dispute and the Settlement, Royal Institute of Intemational Affairs,
196¢, p 2
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After the end of World War II, Greek Cypnots began an actvist campargn for Cyprot self
determmation, which was generally interpreted at the tme as a drive for uruty with Greece. * Turkish Cypriots
voiced therr opposition, and supported a continuation of British colorual rule, beheving therr mmonty status to
be better protected by the Brtish than it would be by the Greeks.

Bemfreen1955and1959,Bntamoxgamzedasen&sofmrmﬂtahmsm2m1d1ami[nndonmﬂ1Gmeoe
amikaey%oworkhowardamutua]lyaooeptab]ewayfoantamtotmnCypmsoverhoﬂleCypmts Inspte
of that effort, the vears from 1955 to 1958 brought a terror campaign to Cyprus, led by the National Orgaruzation
of the Strugg]e for the Freedom of Cyprus (EOKA) * Ostersibly seekng mdependence for Cyprus from Great
Bnlmn,EOIéApmmedmohechveof urty with Greece. It disallowed membershap to Turkssh Cyprniots, and
began 1ts reign. of terror by killing hundreds of Turkish Cypriots and destroymg 30 of therr villages, ¢ 11956
Great Britam proposed a partition of the 1sland between the Greek Cypriots and the Turkish Cypriots Turkey
expreﬁed@ucMatm&asohhorybutevmﬂxaﬂyagreed&atlfumtymﬂiGreeoewae&malmuve
then partthon would be preferred.” Greek Cypriots were viclently opposed.

BylééO acompromuse had been worked out, and an mdependent Repubhic of Cyprus was founded
mﬂebas:sc}f&wsevaﬂyemsdmgohahmmddmumammg&em&mﬁnkeymm Leaders
of Turkash Cypnots and Greek Cypnotsjomed them mn signung the documents that became the legal
framework for the mdependence of Cyprus: a Treaty of Fstabhshment, a Treaty of Guarantee, and a Treaty of
Alliance The Treaty of Establishment defined the terntory of the Republic; the Treaty of Guarantee provided
for&mmmrﬁgrmof1tsoonsntut10nalandtemtonalimegntybyprolﬁlmhngmuonofthewholeoranypaﬂof
the15]andmh1arwo&1erstate; the Treaty of Alliance pledged Turkish and Greek cooperaton m ensuring the
security and defense of Cyprus. A Constitution established a fragile, br-communal state, and the Greek Cypriot
magonty elected Greek Orthodox Archbishop Markarios as President of Cyprus. The Vice-President was, as
pmvxdedmtjheCorstltut]on,electedbytl‘lseTurkxshCypncrts8

|

|
‘Barnard Reich, The Cyprus Problem, Research Analysis Corpaoration, 196¢, p 5

* Kyriacos C Markides, The Rise and Fall of the Cyprus Republic, St Martin's Press, 1977, p 24
®iwd ., p 25

7 lid
® Hal Kosut, Cyprus 1946-68, Facts on File, 1970, p 53
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“In the words of Joseph S Joseph, “the political framework was not only awkward and unworkable, but
alsongd an& unalterable.” > While it expliatly ruled out urity with any other state, 1t contamed no prowisions
to promote mtegrative politics.

The result was that ethmc differences were acted out m pubhc admmistration. ** Markanos gave the
Intenor Ministry and several other key posts to extremmsts with backgrounds m terronist activity on the island.
Greek Cyprots resisted mplementation of state mstitutions, which were supposed to be divided between Greek
Cypnotsarxi}TuﬂdshCypnots,butMﬁmﬂ‘\eGreekCypnotsbeﬁevedhoprovxdehoolargeamlefor&‘eTurksh
Cypnots T@shCypnotspxasedforﬁﬂlnnplemmtahonofwhatﬁwysawasmmon’cysafeguardsguamnteed
under the Constitution. The public service never became operational m arty real sense, and the state never
became funchional, but was charactenized by virtual paralysis and mecreasmgly stronger polanzation along
ethnclines. '

In November of 1963, President Markanios proposed thirteen revisions tothe (legally unalterable)
Constitution, most of which the Turkish Cypriots found threatermng to therr carefully balarced safeguards. ™ By
December, &m Turksh Cypriot members of the Parhament and the Government were expelled at gunpomt
(Turkash Cypriot version) or all resigned (Greek Cypriot version) from therr offices. Markarios dediared the
Corsutlmonfnuﬂamivmd, There were brutal attacks on the Turkish Cypnot population, resulting m
widespread displacement from ther homes mto small enclaves for jomt protechion. The UN Secretary
General described the situation as a ventable siege. Turkey threatened to mtervene, but yielded to the U\,
wlndtsentPéaaoekeepetshoCypms In July of 1974, at the time of the Greek unta’s coup, those UIN forces were

still n place m Cyprus (as they are even today), and from 1964 unhil 1974 the Turkash Cypnots contmued to hve
i the solated enclaves, but under therr own rule.

° Joseph, opcit,p 23
“loid,p 28
“lbid,p 28



cause and nght mtention.

|
; Competent Authority
For a war to be just, three conditions are necessary. Furst, the

authority of te ruler unthin whose competence 1t lies to declare war
St Thomas

The provisions of the Cyprus Treaty of Guarantee, Artide IV, grant, mdividually and collectively, to
Turkey, Greece, and Great Bnitam the nght to take achon to uphold the provisions of the Treaty, which include
Cyprus mdependence as a broommunal state. ™

"Iheéntenonofmpetmtau&mtywmﬂdappeartobemet by Turkey’s nghts under theLondon
Agreements estabhshing the mdependence of Cyprus. Speafically, Turkey acted under estabhshed and speafic
Treaty authonty.

JustCayse
Secondly, there 1s requared a just cause

i
% St Thomas

[ Those wars are generally cefined as just which avenge some wrong  ,punish

for having fmled to make amends for the wrong done, or to restore what has
veen taken unjustly.

St. Augustine

We turn next to consideration of whether Turkey had just cause to mtervene n Cyprus at this time. As

theye]abora{eupon&tedasacald&scnpum scholars differ somewhat m ther approach tojust cause O'Bnen
breaks 1t down mto four subdivisions, ** whuch shall be applied here.

t

I
|

2 Reich, opcit (Appendix 1), p 30
* Wilham V Q'Bnen, The Conduct of Just and Limited War, Praeger, 1881, p 20
4



—o~ the substance of the just cause (Ends)

To evaluate the substance of the just cause, Turkey was responding to a forced overthrow of the
legitimate elected government of Cyprus. Applying the Childress formulation, * by its mtervention, Turkey
wugtﬁ&préﬁdkum&ﬁmhr&ammﬂam@ymos);mmmmbmgvmtgﬁmydmed
(independerice) and to restore a just order (broommunal government under the 1960 Constitution).

O’BJ;‘imwgg&stsaxa&Héffezmtappmdystamgﬂ\at, “In the modern world thejust cause has todo
with the survival of a way of life. Clamms that this is so can be false or exaggerated, but they are often all too
legihmate. Tiwymstbemkmsenoudymmg&wmbsmdmmusemnwdanmwmlysa” »
He refers to findamental nfts, such as that between Israel and the radical Arabs, as examples of miractable
differences, where victory for one side (the radical Arabs) means elmunation of the other side (Israel).

Usmé the O'Brien approach, Turkey/ Turkish Cypriots were legitmately concerned with survival of
the Turkash Cypriots’ way of Ife. Asa mmonty of different language, rehigion and cutture, Turkash Cypnots had
suffered significantly at the hands of Greek Cypniots smoe mdependence from Great Bntam. In spite of dear
Constitutional provisions prohibiting such action, Greek Cypnots had continued to pursue an objective of
uruty with Greece throughout the period of mdependence, just as they had prior to mdependence. The bloody
coup detat by Greece with assstance of the Greek Cypriot National Guard had astated obyective of urfying
Cypruswith Greece. * The nftappeared “fundamental” m O'Bnen’s termmology

Tutkey, with Turkash Cypriots, mtervened to reverse the coup, to prevent the annexation of Cyprus by
Greece, totr;[/mm&EMepaﬂambkmmmalgovmndeypmsamitopraerveﬂwTuﬂqsh
Cyprotway oflife. V Thus, 1t would appear that the case for just cause was rather strong.

—o- the forms of pursuing a just cause (Defensive/Offensive)
While self-defense 1sjust by defimion, offensive war 1s justified only when it 1s undertaken to reassert
nights previously violated and to prevent recurrence of such myustice.

' James F Childress, as quoted in lbid, p 20

*O'Bnen, opcit, p 21

'® Joseph, opcit, p 51

R R Denktash, The Cyprus Trniangle, George Allent Unevin, Ltd , 1982, p 68
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Moderm mternational law, notably the Urited Nations Charter, has modified the understanding of
permussible forms of pursumg just war. Stated simply, only a war of mdividual or collective self-defense s
legally permssible. In other words, mteational law has barned offensive war by establishng a “no-first-
stﬂkra”rulel‘8

OBpen somewhat ruefully concludes that, “This means that the only way to come to the assistance of a
nation sufferng from grave myustioe 1s through collective self-defense. The only was to assist a people not
constituting a state who suffer imjushice 1s to encourage them to create a state so that they can invite assistance
under the justification of collective self-defense ”**

Atahymte,mtennsofUl\'law,hoshleactswereemmamgﬁomonesiate(Greeoe)man
mternational boundary to threaten the terntonal mtegnty and the politwal mdependence of another state
(Cyprus) Smoe 1960, Cyprus had been widely recognized as an mdependent sovereign state m mternational law
andthetefozéha&dtheﬁgﬁofself-defeme. Turkey under Article 51 of the UN Charter had the nght of
mtervention in an act of collective self-defense. Turkash Cypriots were pursung therr self-defense. Jomumngm
that effort at their request, Turkey’s mtervention could easily be identified as “collective self defense” and assuch
would be considered just cause. O'Brien used this approach m condludmg that the US. mtervention with
South Korea was ajust cause.”

—o~ the requirement of proportionality of just ends to means

The ends must be sufficently good or important to warrant the means of war, and the expected or
projected good that1s antiapated from success must overcome the probable evil that war will cause. According
to O'Bren, the comparison of probable good and probable evil 1s extremely complex, and should be estimated
foreadxbelh?etmtforany&nrdpmtyardfor&xemtemahomlomnmongmd. There must also be a reahstic
probability of success.”

The cntenion of proportionahity, to a greater extent than 1s so for other critena, calls for subjective
]udgment,m%dpedmpsfor&xatrewomsmemostdifﬁculttoevaluatemmostsiumm Thus apphes m spades

* O'Bnien, opjcit, p 24
" {bid

®lod,p 75

#ibd, p 27 |



to the case of Cyprus. The analyst must consider probable goods and evils as they relate to Greece, Turkey and
Cyprus (Greek Cypriots and Turkssh Cypriots separately), Great Britam, the East-West cold war atmosphere, and
the mternational commuruty.

For Turkash Cypnots, the end represented ther freedom, ther survival. Turkey had a tremendous
mterest m the survival of the Turkish Cypriot commuruty, both from an historical, humarutarian/emotional
standpomt, and from the perspective of the Turkish national interest (it found it unacceptable to have a hostile
entity m confrol of a territory 40 miles off its coast) That mtervention would be expected to result in much
more good than evil was a foregone conclusion for Turkey and for Turksh Cypniots

Greek Cypriots had seen therr mdependent government overthrown by forces led by Greece. The
Greek junta was not popular etther n Greece orm Cyprus. Greek Cypriot nghits were bemg derned. One could,
&m;logi@ﬂimmuhde&\atpmbabbgmdwmhmMaghevﬂfoerekCypnomﬁﬂewup were reversed.
That s, the status quo ante bellum would havebeen preferable to the status quo under the junta.

Greece had made the “first strike” m Cyprus, and was dearly the aggressor, m violahon both of the
Treaty of Guarantee and of the UN Charter. But Greece was undera fasast coup  government tself, a hughly
unpopular one, and one greatly feared by Greek atizens at large. While it defies imagmation to assume that the
probablego&dforGreeoeW%axrwnngkej/sMedob]ecuves,mfastmeTmhshmmenmnmCypnﬁ
led promptly to the fall of the colonels m Athens as well as m Cyprus, and, whether mtended or not,
acoomplished greater good than evil for Greece.

Great Britam was perhaps mamly concermed wath its military bases on Cyprus, which were guaranteed
by the 1960 treaties. The coup was destabihzing, to say the least. Yet Britam found itself caught m the cross
currents of US. policy (stated and unstated). Reversing the coup could logcally be construed to represent
more probable good than evil for Great Britamn by restormng stability and protectng Britam's bases.

an;ﬂleperspecuveofﬂteWeﬁternA]ﬁanoe, with both Greece and Turkey members of NATO, the
West would -‘::onstder quite grave any mstabihity mn its “soft underbelly” region. The mternational commuruty,
asreflected m the TN, where Cyprus, Greece and Turkey were all members, was vitally concerned with the
miegnty of mternational borders, with controlling aggressive war and promoting stabihty and peace. Hence,




both the West and the larger mternational commuruty logically would be expected to percerve more good than
evil m the mbervention planned by Turkey

Asto the probabulity of success, with Turkey’s army bemng one of the largest m the world, and several
times as large as that of Greece, there was no setious question in the riunds of Turkish leaders as to the cettamty
of therr success m reversing the Greek coup defat and m preventing uraty of Cyprus with Greece Given therr
percerved abflity to succeed militarily on those fronts, it would have been reasonable for them to beheve also
that they would have a good probability of suocess in restoring the br-communal mdependent state, smoe they
would have beheved that Greek Cypriots, if they were not be be allowed uruty with Greece, would prefer the
status quo ante bellum  to other possible alternatives, such as partibion, for example.

|
|

0~ the requirement of exhausting all other peaceful remedies (Last Resort)

hO’éﬁm’sdisamm 2 he makes two mteresting obsetvations that are relevant here. He notes that,
mreality, statéhavemtnsked&mrmostwtalmterstsontheoutoomeofmmuonalpmoas&beyord thewr
control, and he notes that disputes that are the mamsprings of conflict often have therr ongms m differences that
are not themselves soluble except by force or abandonment of fundamental values.

Turkey was quite cogruzant of its need to exhaust all peaceful remedies before using mihtary forcem
Cyprus By 1974, it had for more than 50 years been onented toward the West, and almost desperately wanted
to be accepted mn the West as a good atizen among the mternational commuruty of nations.  For those reasons,
ithad backed away twice before m response fo cnises between the Greek and Turkash elements on Cyprusin
1964 and 1967. Nevertheless, Turkey also wanted to be seen as dependable in hononng 1ts treaty commutments,
and ithad vital national mterests at stake.?

Acting m conformuty with the tripartite agreement among Great Brtain, Turkey and Greece, the
Turkish Prime Miruster went mmecdhately to London to confer with Great Bntamn (and the USA) and to press
jomnt Turkash /Brifish action under the Treaty of Guarantee. Britamn decined to mtervene (apparently m
deference to the USA) *

Zipd,p 32
# Denktash, opcit, p 68
2 Christopher Hitchens, Cyprus, Quartet Books, 1984, p 63
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Turkey also recetved U S. Envoy Joseph Sisco n Ankara, and then awaited his consultations with
Greece. Aocordmg to Sisao, the Greekjunta appeared to be determined to go to war and refused to negotiate
with lum. ® All efforts were 0 no avail

Hence, m fitst seekng collecive acfion under the Treaty, and then in allowing the USA time to try to
persuade the colonels to pull out of Cyprus, Turkey demonstrated that it was open to non-military solutions
and had attempted to achieve appropnate action under the Treaty of Guarantee. The UN Peacekeepers had
Mmc@mﬁmmm,mmmymmedbymmmmlm TheUS
refused to publidy denounce the actions of the Colonels, fearmg loss of the Sixth Fleet bases m Greece Turkey,
respomhngt[oplewﬁomthel'ug}mtTmhshCypnotofﬁaaL * mtervened. It would be reasonable to assume
that Turkey beheved that 1t had by then exhausted other means of resolving the crisis

Right Intext

Thardly, there 1s required a rigit intenttion on the part of the belligerent- erther
of acleving some good object or of avoiding some evil ”
St. Thomas

Iheén&nonofnghtmtexﬂm]mu&&mbe&gmﬁbpumﬂof&mmstmuse&reqm&m
belligerent to keep m mund the ultimate obyective of ajust and lasting peace, or at least a better peace than would
oﬂmnsel'atveeyashed.

After the Turkash military mtervention had reversed the Greek cou p, Turkey mmediately appealed
for arestoration of the broommunal agreement under the Cypriot Constitution of 1960. 7 The Prome Miruster
of Turkey 1ssted a statement announang that the Turksh mtent was berugn, was not directed agamst the
Greek Cypriot commumity, but rather was done to throw out theunta. Thousands of leaflets m both Greek
and Turkash were dropped from planes with a message of goodwill, and radio broadcasts put out the same
message. Thus it would appear that Turkey’s mtention in mtervenmg was nght. Greek Cypriots, while glad of
the overthrow of the Greek junta, proved unwilhing to restore the conditions ex ante bellum. Once thejunta
fell m Athens as well, the Greek Cypniots began agam to seek uruty with the now-democratic Greece

* Joseph, op ctt, p 51
% Bnan Crozier, “The Forgotten Repubic,” National Aeview, June 12, 1995, p 6
7 Denktash, opcit, p 69

| 9




While numerous books and articles have been written on the theory or doctrne of just war, mstances
Wheréanatéempthadbeénmadéﬁbéyéhaﬂéﬁcﬂ]@apply&émstwardimatomal-WOﬂdﬁmauorﬁarerare.
Vahdquestignsarisecormningbo&therelauveandtheabsoluteimpartameofea&ofmeaitenaaxﬁﬂle
way mwhich they are tobe apphed.

The condusion that evolved in my own mind 1s that, m considermg whether to employ the military
mstrument, leaders must give careful consideration to each of the critenia and subcategortes addressed above,
aﬂmm&bsﬁcquwammmd&mmuﬂbewgmmmmmmmmaydeddemgood
anmm,&;promdm&xmﬁtaxyacﬁm In the final analysss, the criteria of jus ad bellum  arenottobe
employed as defense m a court of law so much as in the mdvidual and collective consaience, as pninaples and

axds to wiser deaision-making and to more hughly ethucal and moral leadership m considenng appropnate use
of the milttary instrument.

10
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